
Helena Kosorek 
172 Gifford Rd , Greenville, N Y  12083 

Representative Michael McNulty 
U.S. House of Representatives 
22 10 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

1 FCC- MAILRBOM I 

Dear Representative McNulty: 

I 3m opposed to 3 change to a flat monthly fee instead of the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method for phone 
service. 

Students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers may give up this service 
if it is unaffordable. It would have aso be detrimental to small businesses. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 

According to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency 

I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Helena Kosorek 

/ 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Dennis Umphrey 
128 South 21st. Street, Pottsville, PA 17901 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
51 I Dirksen Senate Office Builchng 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

n r e  L 7005 
YLl r  - 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisdy should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimeutal effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps nie informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the Issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Dennis & Ann Umphrey 

cc' FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Peggy Ricci 

11 Freight House Rd. , Corinth, NY 12822-2512 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

nrr ti 7005 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resouces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information,on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensue I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them kuow how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thzn! you for your continued work and 1 look fosward to hearing about your position on this matter. 
DON'T WE HAVE ENOUGH PROBLEMS NOW SO WHY CAUSE MORE.THIS WILL EFFECT LOW 
INCOME PEOPLE AND THOSE ON SOCIAL SECURITY.THOSE THAT HAVE MONEY DON'T SEEM TO 
REALIZE WHAT OTHER PEOPLE ARE STRUGGLING WITH AND SOME PEOPLE ONLY HAVE THE 
PHONES TO COMMUNICATE AS THEY ARE BEDRIDDEN.HOW WILL THIS EFFECT THEM. THINK!!!!!! 

Sincerely, 

Peggy Ricci 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



DFC I Joseph Bellsrdino 

76 Mara Road, Lake Hiawatha, NJ 07034 

Senator Jon Corzine 
U.S. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dcar Scnator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Joseph Bellardino 

cc 
FCC General Email Box 



DEC b 2005 

Kenneth Hermann 
48 S. Hiawatha Cir., Sheboygan, WI 53081 

December 1.2005 3:46 PM 

Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distant?, pays thesame amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. donstituents'who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so,. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volhe long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the finding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairiy. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. 1 request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth Hermann 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



December 1,2005 3:48 PM 

Senator Olympia Snowe 
U.S. Senate 
154 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to, a flqt fe% that m e q s  that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays thq s&e amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a tlat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. 1 request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect these in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

richard bourque 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 DEC 6 2005 1 
Stanley Drengacz 
1296 Pebblecreek Drive, Mountain Home, AR 72653-5797 

December 1.2005 3:46 PM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
US. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and UMeCeSSaq'. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Stanley Drengacr. 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



805 N 4th Avenue, Cornelius. OR 971 13 

November 2,2005 11:52 AM 

Senator Ron Wyden 
U.S. Senate 
230 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Wyden: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. I, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively 
impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is cnmently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC 
changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays 
the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their 
limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on their hills. 
Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to 
the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in 
your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Nancy D'Epiro 

cc: E'CC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



RECEIVED &'INSPECTED 

U t L  ti 2005 
KAMlL INMON 
272 1 ELSON GREEN AVENUE, VA BEACH, VA 23456 I 
Senator George Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

MY AUNT IS A LOWLY POOR LADY AND SHE RELIES ON THIS TRACFONE SERVICE. THE RATES 
SHOULD STAY THE SAME. 

Sincerely, 

KAMIL INMON 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Cheryl A d a m  
324 Hargan Drive, Madison. 47250 

December I ,  2005 1 1  :57 AM 

Representative Mike Sodrel 
U .S. House of Representatives 
I508 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sodrel: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newslctters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Chervl Adams 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Lynn Rhodes 

December 1,2005 3:49 PM 

RECEIVED &WSPECTED 

DEC 6 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator John Ensign 
U.S. Senate 
356 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Ensign: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that fcueral law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Rhodes 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 7:17 AM 

Representative Nancy Johnson 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2409 Rayhum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume USCIS is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispropodonately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Bronson 

cc FCC Charr Kevin Martin, Congress 



. ,  

... 

Senator Jim Bunning 
U.S. Senate 
3 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

1 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Smith 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



t -  . 

DEC 6 2005 

Sue Sauvageau 

61 Fall St., SenecaFalls, NY 13148 

November 2, ZOOS 10:4C AM 

Senator Charles Schumer - MAILROOM 
US. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns :egarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. Flat fee projects always favor the rich over basic working citizens. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC 
changes to a flat fee system,someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and 
low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases. Shifting the 
funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. This takes away one of 
modem life's basic tools for many people.It would also be a hardship for small businesses. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters 
and website information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these 
fees to their customers, tbe reality is that they do. As a low volume, multiple number consumer I would like ensure that I 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed formula, my service will cost a lot more. According to the 
Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf I believe they know that a flat fee tax will djsproportionately affect the low to 
moderate income members of your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work on many important issues. I look forward to hearing your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Sue Sauvageau 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



gopalakrishna giri 

16930 kasserman Dr POBox 4233, Bend, OR 97707-1233 

December 1,2005 12:03 PM 

Representative Greg Walden 
U.S. House of Representatives 
12 I O  Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Walden: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
changc to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

l hank  you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

gopalakrishna giri 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Dana Bailey 
17 Whipponvill Way , Wareham, MA 02571 

Representative Barney Frank 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2252 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on iverss 

December 1,2005 3:46 PM 

Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Frank: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those'in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dana Bailey 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



James Mnnre . - .. _ _  -. - 
807 Selbert Ave , Miarmsburg, OH 45342 

bovemher 2,2005 1:05 AM I 
Senator George Voinovich 
US. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

I DEC 6 2005 I 

Dear Senator Voinovich: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James M Moore 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Bethany Parth 

12283 Benzonia Trail, Empire, MI 49630 

Senator Dehhie Stahenow 
U S  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stahenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give ~rp their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from lngh volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I ani a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bethany Parth 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



December 1,2005 3:59 PM 

Senator Jim Demint 
U.  S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the k n d  as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on mybehalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

H H  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



i 

Muriel Shand 
3563 County Rd 5 NW , Isanti, MN 55040 

November 2,2005 7 50 AM 

Senator Norm Coleman 
U.S. Senate 
320 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jim and Muriel Shand 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



I 471 Moore Ave , Buffalo, NY 14223-1756 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U S  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

N vember 2,2005 8:24 AM 1 FCC - MAILROOM 1 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. My 
family currently makes almost no long-distance calls. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should 
not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary, not to mention unfair. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all 
across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like to ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in YOUK constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Peter M Etu 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



. . I  

:, 

William Fejedelem 
1409 Aberdeen S1.N.E. , Grand Rapids, MI 49505-3826 

November2,2005 7113 AM 

*-WJSPECTED 

DEC 6' 2005 

I v b - ~ ~ l ~ m ~  

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U S  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission's(FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like to ensue I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers tax, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

William Fejedelem 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



December 1,2005 3:42 PM 

Representative Bob Ney 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2438 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ney: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a tlat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. 1 request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

RUSSELL BROOKS 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



RL TH MANOUSE 
1214 LAS BRISAS LANE, WINTER HAVEN, FL 33881-9762 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 205 IO-0001 

Suh~cct: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

DEC h 2005 

FCC . M A I L R ~  

Dear Scnator Martinez: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A ilat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover. or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they d o  As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change 10 a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

RU I l i  MANOUSE 

cc 
FCC General Email Box 



Willard H. DeBruin 
W 153 N9799 Neptune Drive, Germantown, Wisconsin 53022 

November 30,2005 06:21 PM 

Senator Russell Feingold 
u. 5. senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
LVashinyron, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

I have been infomed by my cell phone provider that the chairman of the FCC, Kevin J. 
Martin wants to unfairly instill, without legislation, a fixed Universal Service Fund fee 
for all cell phone users regardless of cell phone usage. 

We use a cell phone infrequently; sometimes do not use it for weeks at a time hut keep 
the cell phone mostly for emergency phone capability. Doing that, we can keep our cell 
phone cost to less than $10 per month. 

I want to make two points: 

1 .  A fixed fee regardless of phone usage is unfair. It is like charging everyone a fixed 
amount of gasoline tax regardless of driven miles or a fixed amount of income tax 
regardless of income. This may already be in place for landline phones but that does not 
justfy its continuance. 

2. The Universal Service Fund to subsidize telephone service for schools and libraries 
should be paid for by all taxpayers, not just telephone users. I would agree, however, that 
rural area and low income community telephone service enhances the phone system's 
flexibility. 

Please do what you can to scale back the USF fund and if that can't be done, then do what 
you can to continue to make the USF fund payment proportional to telephone useage. 

I would like to hear from you regarding your views on this 



Wllsrd H. DeBruin 
W 153 N9799 Neptune Drive, Germantown, Wisconsin 53022 

November 30,2005 06:21 PM 

Representative James Sensenbrenner 
u. 5. House of Kepresenratives 
2449 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

_. - 

Dear Representative Sensenbrenner: 

I have been infomed by my cell phone provider that the chairman of the FCC, Kevin J. 
Martin wants to unfairly instill, Without leaslation, a fixed Universal Service Fund fee 
for all cell phone users regardless of cell phone usage. 

We use a cell phone infrequently; sometimes do not use it for weeks at a time but keep 
the cell phone mostly for emergency phone capability. Doing that, we can keep our cell 
phone cost to less than $10 per month. 

1 want to make two points: 

1. A fixed fee regardless of phone usage is unfair. It is like charging everyone a fixed 
amount of gasoline tax regardless of driven miles or a fixed amount of income tax 
regardless of income, This may already be in place for landline phones but that does not 
justfy its continuance. 

2 .  The Universal Service Fund to subsidize telephone service for schools and libraries 
should be paid for by all taxpayers, not just telephone users. I would agree, however, that 
rural area and low income community telephone service enhances the phone system's 
flexibility. 

Please do what you can to scale back the USF fund and if that can't be done, then do what 
you can to continue to make the USF fund payment proportional to telephone useage. 

I would like to hear from you regarding your views on this 

Sincerely, 

Wlllard H DeBruin 



November 30,2005 05: 10 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

cc: 

Senator John Warner 
Senator George Allen ,-” 


